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Introduction

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act passed by
Congress in 1965 was the first educational legislatioﬁ in history‘to call
for an evaluation at the local level to determine the effectiveness of
programs generated by federal funds. As such, it created tremen-
dous demands on the recipients of these funds.

Title I was put into effect almost overnight with ti\e intent of
compensating for the limited experience of poér, deprived, and handi-
capped children. Most districts had little or no time to plan their
ESEA projects, much less to design project evaluations. Research
staffs and facilities were inadequate, and staff added subsequently did
not have the advantage of being involved from the start. Basic data
suddenly required were not available. Much had to be done to define
the scope of the evaluation task, to invent useful data gathering instru-
ments, and to secure information on short notice from those who were
deeply engaged in project operations. Yet, evidence of project activity
and effectiveness and evaluations capable of providing such evidence
were needeq in order to gain congressional support for the fiscal year
1967-1968. It was no doubt with a sense of urgency that Office of
Education decision makers searched for existent evaluation designs
and strategies.

The position taken by the big cities on ESEA evaluation was of
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special importance to the Office of Education. Most of these cities

operated with a considerable degree of independence from state and

federal guidelines, The big cities serve a relatively large number of

underprivileged students, and most possess research staffs presum-
ably capable of supporting a serious interpretation of the evaluation
clause of ESEA. Therefore, a knowledge of big-city evaluation activ-
ity was pairticularly important to C.E. It was for this reason that the
Pittsburgh Evaluation Model Validation Project was amended to in-
clude a conference for discussion among research directors of some
of the big cities. Accordingly, a conferepce was held in Fort Lauder-
dale, Florida, December 27-30, 1966 with selected represcntatives
from the big cities, consultants, and C. E. observors in attendance.
The organizing theme of the conference was the sharing of evalu-
ation assumptions and operational procedures. All parties to the con-
ference were surprised at their agreement on certain evaluation pur-
poses although great variation in evaluation methodology obtained. On
the third and final day of the conference all participants agreed as to
the worth of a position paper which would attempt to summarize ard
explicate those areas of agreement as well as document samples
of evaluation work in a number of big-city syétem; in an attempt to
better understand local evaluation strategy and intent. Evaluation
work ir two of the big-city systems involved the development and use

of avaluation models.
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This publication resulted'fxlom the decisions described above and
. is, accordingly, divided into three major areas: principles of evalua-

tibn, evaluation based on theoretical models, and evaluation case

studies,
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AN OVERVIEW OF ESEA EVALUATION
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It is apparent that Title I evaluation can serve at least three

major purposes: quality control, cost benefit analysis, and improved

decision making. Quality control requires the establishment of pro-
cedures to monitor and modify programs so as to insure uniform
products which meet acc eptable standards. Cost benefit analysis
examines the relationship between cost of a program and the value

of its products relative to the cost of other products of similar value.
Finally, improved decision making is possible when new sources of
information about either benefits, costs, program quality, or program
feasibility are at hand,

The last of these purposes of evaluation appears to be most
widely recognized to date. Yet, there seems to be general agreement
in the Office of Education that current information abont Title I programs
is so minimal as to preclude even a description of Title I program
activity in most American schools, Information as to benefits, costs,
and program operations is simply not available. The possibility of '
comparing educational programs on a cost effectiveness basis is still
but a Defense Department dream in the minds of a few Office of
Education executives,

The first purpose, the desire to maintain quality control stand-
ards for Title I projects through evaluation apparatus, ‘appears to be

uppermost in the minds of a good many Office of Education staffers
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as well as the cause of continual effort and frustration. Generally,
Office of F.ducation personnel huve sought to insure program quality
by establishing categorical restrictions on fund use and by urging

that more sophisticated evaluation designs be incorporated in program
proposals,

This latter approach to evaluation assumes that school districts
will be more likely to attend to program quality if they know that
program products will be rigorously appraised, This strategy nec-
essarily emphasizes the definition of program outputs in quantified
terms suitable for use in experimental designs, In this strategy the
government has been abetted by ""research types' in universities,

And herein lies an unrecognized pa:radox: as state and federal govern-
ment officers seek to encourage program quality by means of rigorous
product assessment, they may thwart quality control work at the only
point it will be effective-~the local level. This local work is usually

of the process assessment type in which evaluators systematically

collect and weigh data descriptive of ongoing program activity.

The desirability of submitting both Title I products and processes

to evaluation so as to guide policy makers at the national level will
find universal support. However, it is our belief that process evalua-
tion for program improvement must occur at the local level before

national assessments of Title I can be meaningful,

-b-




All Title I programs are new programs in the sense that they are
new to the school district and to most of the personnel involved. These

programs are in a '"becoming stage'' for staff, Procedures must change

with experience. And as procedures change, as the possible and im-
possible are sorted out, goals must change too, However, when goals
have been fixed, when students have been frozen into experimental and

control groups to satisfy rigorous evaluation designs which assume

stable treatments, the dynamics of essential program change are con="

- gtricted out of existence,

PN SN U PP T Y PRy -

Education may be defined as the art of accurately predicting
changes in human behavior through applied social science, Because
methodology is uncertain and conditions are obscure, prgdictions are
often inaccurate, When dealing with underprivileged students, about.
whom we know even less than the average school client, ‘our predic=-
tions are noioriously unreliable, It follows that educational programs
devised for the underprivileged are unreliable. Programs with the
sarmne name can differ more from cl'a;ss to ciass than do programs with
different names. Upon inspection, Miss Brown's remedial reading

program may turn out to be a group therapy class. Miss Smith's

therapy class may turn out to be a high school psychology lecture
series,

Clearly, the task defined by Title I legislation is to increase

x
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education program payloads for the underprivileged and to prove it,
Before this is possible, however, we will have to improve ouzl pro-
gram development procedures and know that we have improved them.,
It is important to note that improvement in procedure is not always
immediately reflected in performance, For example, in aviation a
change in wing design may be ineffective until coupled with increased
horsepower, §o in education a change in ir;structional material may
be inconsequential until coupled with a new mix of students or a new
teaching technique;

We must be able to demonstrate that procedures exist for the
improvement of programs resulting in educational benefit to the under-
privileged, Some program development work in. uﬁiversities,_ regional
labs, and centers goes iorward. Hox;vever, it is obvious yhat unles:;
massive. aid is given to research in program development work, little
change in practice will be seen in this decade, That federal pdliéy
reflects this reality can be inf. ~red from the emphasi; being given to
'fitle III of ESEA, ;l‘itle III.is the ''tinker and try' title of ESEA. How=-
ever, the $.75, 000, 000 available for Title III in 1966-1967 'runs the
risk of dilution because it is being spread across the entire spec-
trum of the American public schools population in contrast to the
over a Eillion dollar Title I program funds directed toward 1:1'10343~

with greatest need, Furthermore, O.E.'s present policy appears to




be to encourage Title 1II dissemination projects over developmental ‘
projects, The assumption that something of value to disseminate exists
may in many cases not be warrantec because so few programs have
been properly developed,

Ultimately, programs will improve only if teachers, administra-
tors, and students in most of America's classrooms become involved
in a comprehensive effort to review and improve their work, Such an
effort requires a careful study of present procedures, a detailed
analysis of program events and their sequence, and the designing of a
series of small experiments to test the value of program components,

Shades of Action Research? Maybe, But there is considerable
evidence in both industry and education that only when persohnel re=-
sponsible for conducting a program are involved in its examination
and revision will the program improve and ex:ldure. To improve educa=-
tional programs we must use Title I to give school personnel a sense
of freedom to admit error, to revise programs, and to creatively risk
failure secure in the belief that continuous program evaluation will
evefxtuglly provide success, .

In this light, the fact that there has been little opportunity for .
carefully .planned Title I programs is not as serious as some have
claimed, Programs can be planned after they have begun, "In mid-

stream' program planning has the advantage of providing staff with
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information based on pragmatic consequence rather than speculation,
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That is, classrooms become labs for culling program development in-

]

formation, Further, it becomes possible for an entire program staff

PRSP Y

to contribute to a policy decision and thereby feel a'sense of responsi-

L |
é

bility for its consequences, These benefits, of course, ensue only
when "in midstream' program planning is built in to a local Title I
effort--that is, when evaluation is interpreted to mean staff self-

evaluation and continuous program assessment,

The broadening of the superintendent's decision-making base to

include program staff decisions may be viewed by some as a loss

of administrative power, On the contrary, one of the most important ’
considerations in an administrator's policy-making deliberations is

the amount of staff support a decision.will command, For this reason,

superintendents often establish committees or councils as a sounding
board for policy prior to enactment, One great disadvantage of such
_sounding boards is that they must react to a hypothetical issue without

benefit of total staff reaction to ''the real thing." When a superintendent

can involve his entire staff in actual program revision and policy-
-making experience, his decisions a.,s the chief school officer are likely
to be realistic ?,nd enduring,

When Title I evaluation is used as a mechanism for the develop-

ment and improvemént of school programs, it takes on the appearance

-10-




of a staff training strategy. Staff activity includes systematic study
of program variables such as student entry behavior, student-teacher _
interaction, pupil performance on interim tasks, and student and
teacher indices of attitude and satisfaction, Evaluation becomes a
vehicle for training staff to meet the changing demands of project
activity, Such training will eventu;,lly serve all information needs
for process and product evaluation, It also provides continuous data
on staff, pupils, and program for management decision making, It
reveals new independent variables and stabilizes program variables,
both of which are essential to eventual program benefit analysis,
Judgment about proéram benefit can be based on product assessment
only when a program is stable--when it continues to be what staff and
administration think it is, The products of stable programs can be
compared only when ali of the factors which can change the product,
other than program, have been jdentified and taken into account, There-
fore, to expect to evaluate a program on the ba;sis of its products be-
fore evaluating its procésses will generally lead to frustration and
failure. |

Yet, process and product evaluation need not be incompatible in
the same evaluation project, Only planning of event sequence and
patience are needed; Program development as a function of "in mid-

stream' planning and training must come first, Experiniental design

41-




work must be defei'red. To expect significaﬁt shifts in criterion scores
before the final form of a program has evolved, is to expect a cater=
pillar to fly.

When program is defined by staff as a changing dynamic which .
must undergo develépmental. stages of growth, it becomes possible to
understand, measure, and place a value on any program at any time
without compulsive reference to standardized achievement test scores
or other quantified criteria, Scores are not to be discounted in either
the short term or long term, but they must lose their sacredness as
the ;:riterion of program effectiveness, Only when applied to the last '
stages of program development are they meaningful, and then only when
they are part of an experimental design which makes provision for
many complex-factors,

Some officials in the Office of Education are obviously aware of
thc;, need totde-emphasize short-term product assess;ment so that in-
ternal local evaluation processes may be employed to sti:engthen
programs, Yet press{n'e from the Congtress ar;d e}sewhere may be
too great to resists A similar pressure exists locally from political
action groups which in fheir desire to see tangible student benefits :
do themselves a disservice By ignoring the compfex, maturational

nature of any new school program,

-12-




Part IT

SUMMARY OF EVALUATION PRINCIPLES
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.pistinction Between Goals and Objectives

Good evaluation starts with a clear definition of goals, or long-

range educational aims. The goals of the educational enterprise are

the projected results of the individual programs which constitute the

entire enterprise. As such, goals are determined by the educational

R .

institution in the context of community, society, and projected future

needs.

Objectives ar; the intermediate .ends which lead to the realization
of goals. Thus they are of greater concern to the evaluation team than
are goals since the objectives provide the bases for the development of
programs as well as methods used to measure program effects, While
the value of program objectives is not a concern of the evaluation ‘team,
the evaluation process may be used to clarify and define objectives,

and thereby increase their relevance and practicality.

Information Collection

Generally speaking, information collection includes the time -
scheduling of i‘nfofmation requirements, the selection and/or develop-
ment of -a.pp'ropria.t_:e instruments, a determination of sampling methods
to be used, the administration of instrument‘s under standard con-
ditions, and related activities. Fle;:ibility of methods, techniques, and

research design must be maintained so that they are appropriate for

each of the programs evaluated and for the particular stage at which.
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information is collected for each program.

The collection of information descriptive of an ongoing program is
an important early step in evaluationt The characteristics of students
entering a program, their competencies, attitudes, needs, and
interests, the special activities of students, teachers, and adminis-
trators participating in the program--all these must be determined,
and the information should be quantified if possible.

Generally, adequate instruments do not exist for the description
and recording of student, teacher, and a'dministrator behavior. Most
school districts must either distort phenomena to fit standardized
commercial instruments or must use ad hoc questionnaireé without
evidence as to their reliability. In either case, a gross distortion of
fact is likely to result. Even the reporting qf simple attendance figures
may be subj ect to errors, especially if these data are .collected and
summarized by a.rperson who is more interested in a.r'tistry than in
statistic.s. Close attention must be given to the creation of forms for
supplyiﬁg data and to Athe direci:ions _accompé.ny_ihg these forn'xs." If
accuracy is desired, the collection and tabulation of statistical data
should be an established pr;)cedure controlled: by the gvalua.tor.
Summary reports pre;p'ared by somébr;e else may not stand actual

s crutiny.
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Information Reporting

Once information has been collected, the evaluator is responsible
for the compilation of data and the production and editing of evaluation

reports, ‘including the necessary tables and graphs. The r2port

format may be a joint undertaking of the evaluation and operations unit.
Complete evaluation repcris or appropriate summaries should be
distributed to all participating distri.. personnel, district adminis-

trators, board members, state and federal agencies, and other

interested groups. The feedback of evaluation information to the

PP T

field staff, particularly to teachers, is of vitai importance.
These diverse groups may require reports written for different %
purposes. The Superintendent and Board may have interests in an
evaluation quite different from those of a program staff. Public
special interest groups may be concerned only with the success of
special groups of children, and they may narrowly define success as
dramatic changes in performance on standardized tests. Students
themselves may apply very different but reasonable criteria to the
evaluation program: their own interests, erii;husiasm, and attitude
toward school. The parents of these children may have similar evalu-

ation interests.

Regardless of the purpose of the report, the timing of dissemi-
nation is crucial. Evaluation reports, perfect though they may be,

submitted one year or even one day after a program has been refunded

-17-




are of little value to teachers and administrators and of little interest
to anyone else. A perceptive but unsoi)histicated report that does not
follow the canons of academic research may be subject to scholarly
criticism, but is of more value when submitted in time to effect
changes in an ongoing program than is a technically perfect report
submitted too late, Quality in written reports is highly desirable, but
the report must also be made available in time to influence persons

party to or interested in the public schools.

Elements of Support Necessary to Evaluation .

Climate

Probably more important than any other single factor to the suc-
cess of evaluation is that there be a climate which encourages investi-
gation throughout the school system. Many evaluation efforts fail, or
succeed only minimally, l;ecause teachers and administrators lack
understanding of, and therefore commitment to, the role of research
in education. Instruction in the rationale for evaluation, research
procedures, data processing, and data usage must be provided in such
a way as to truly involve all sectors of the_ school system in the evalu-
ative effort. Such in-service training would help to keep aliv;a a
( conscious awareness of common purpose; such awareness, unfortu-
nat-ly, ofi':en‘becomes submerged in the day-to-day operations of

diverse programs,

-18-
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A climate which encourages inquiry can make evaluation a continu-
ing activity and an integral part of the educational process, Teachers
should be encouraged to raise critical questions and then search for
answers in systematic ways, The more active teach;ars are in evaltJ:-
ation, the more likely pupils are to evaluate their own work. Only if
the spirit of inquiry is established and maintained will teachers, ad-
ministrators, and pupils be ccnvinced of the value of. fiiling out another
time-consufning questionnaire. Certainly, the 'valid.it',r of evaluative
data is open to serious question if they have to be gatﬁered by forced

intervention,

Administrative Philosophy and Structure

Basic to a good climate for thoughtful inquiry in education is an
administrative philosophy that is committed to evaluat;ion. Today con-
tinuing evaluation of esta;blished programs is neeaed, as well as evalua-
tion of projects that are experimental or innovative in nature, Procedures,
inethods, facilities, and learning materials need to be regarded as means
to an end, and subject to continual improvement, It may well be that
éxis_ting programs that were good in other times or under different |
conditio.ns no longer yi;ald the same benefits for pupils they once did.
More enlightened doubt about present practices will lead to more con-
victions and more innovations. |

A}so oml;odied in this philosophy is the disposition to establish

two-way communication with concerned public and professional personnel;

«19.




to recognize and use findings of previously zompleted research of
other cities and other agencies; and to cooperate in common research
projects of other large cities, i

There are a variety of school district administrative arrangements

that lend themselves to the assumption of the responsibilities attendant %
to the dev elopment, operation, and cvaludtion of educational programs. i ‘ ]
A school district may use its existing _administrativg organization, it
may establish a separate evaluation unit, or it may contract with an
outside agency. . ;
Whatever the structure decided upon, the research director should
be organizationally placed so that he is able to interact freely and fre-

quently with associate superintendents or cther line and staff personnel

who are able tto mobilize the resources of the school district both within
and across organizational substructures. He should also imave immediate -
access to thé géneral superintendent of schools or persons equally em-
powered to render final judginents. Moreover, these rélationships should

be characterized by a high degree of mutual professional trust,

The evaluation unit itself should not be subordinate to those in charge
-3 of the progrém being evaluated. Evaluation peirsonnel should servein a

staff or advisory capacity to project personnel rather than reporting

"in line" to them, Such organizational placement is essential in order

for independent, valid evaluations to be obtained.
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B udg et

Administrative philosophy and structure play an important role
in insuring that adequate funds are supplied for evaluation activit‘y,
although just what adequate budget is cannot be presc ribed. Some
cities are presently using about 3 percent of tbtal ESEA Title I funds
for evaluation purposes. Certa.iﬁly 5 percent of such funds could be
considered reasonable, In fact, evaluatic;n on a broad scale, applying
to regular school proérams as well as to innovative ones, would be
greatly enhanced if that percentage of the school system's total opera-
tional budget were scheduled to research--including the associated
aspects of evaluation, development, and demonstration.

Regardless.of the amount, an important budget consideration in
research is internal flexibility. There need to be opportunities to make
changes within a total allocation tc provide ’un(is for special contin-
gencies~--contract services, in-service training, new learning materials,
unusual equipment, and developmental work for the exploration of new

ideas.

Personnel

Adequate budget, in part, provides for adequate personnel. A
crucial need exists for well-trained research and ‘evaluation personnel
who are senstive tq tl;e sociological, psycholé:gical, political, and
economic demands of our society so that they Omay be of maximum help

in context assessment; who‘are technically competent in research,
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statistics, and measurement to assist with input assessment; who are

administratively skilled in working interpersonally with a wide variety

of general and technical personnel to assist in process assessment;

and who are professionally sensitive to the problems of the schools ;

in our present society to assist with produét evaluation and policy H?

making,

oo 3
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In view of this great need, those persons already within a school

:,.am,}
POy

system, who know it well from practical experience, nced to be en-_

couraged to develop their research interests through further training {

with the knowledge that there will be opportunities for leadership in

frmvr
¥

research and evaluation in their school systems, Present research

1

staff should be up-graded through internship programs. Persons

Wit ibihe 3
™ &

trained in academic research who are brought into the schools must

be trained again-~in the practical use of their theory under noncontrolled

conditions. Formal course work in methodology of research and sta--

tistical techniques is a nececsary aid to evaluation, but university

credits and degrees do not make a research worker or an evaluator
unless they are combined with the ability to apply these skills in a

public school settihg.‘

Facilities
Not only does adequate budget provide for pérsonnel, it must also

include provisions for facilities, With an operation as extensive and

'-zz.




cémplex as evaluation has become, many things are required: offices,
office machines of all types, warehouses and storage space, conference

rooms, and space for experimental utilization of equipment materials

and methods. Since these kinds of facilities are i;sﬁs.lly available in
one form or -another, attention must now be turned to a more crucial

. present need--improved school system facilities and capacities for in-
formation managerent,

Retrieval of information for analysis is becoming more difficult

as the volume of relevant data increases, Spe.cial data processiné
systems should be planned and made operational for exclusive us;a in
managing information related to instruction, Such systems must be
sophisticated enough to employ efficient methods for data collection and
use, Random access capabilities are réquired so as to be; able to draw

from vast data banks of pupil, teacher, and school system information.

Effective evaluation and communication are dependent upon a com-
petent technology. Methods of data retrieval and storage currently in
use are hopelessly antiquated, For example, much information is
presently available on all students, including testing results, teacher
evaluations, counselor recprds, extracurricular interests, and fami.ly
histories, Yet because such data are recorded on so many forms and
stored i‘n.so many different places, they are difficult, if not impossible

~ to retrieve, Computer technology is absolutely essential for the utilization

of all information sources., Only through an adequate data processing

23w




system can all potential and existing information be collepted, synthesized,

made immediately accessible, and utilized to fullest advantage.

New Directions

A desirable outcome of required federal program evaiuation in large
school systems is the movement foward the formal evaluation of all in-
structional programs, Thro\ugh experience with Title I evaluations, it
has become apparent that the usefulness of these evaluations is limited
| due to the iack of comparable information about all other instructional
programs. This problem is especially acute in the laréer school syste.ms
where it is impossible to partial out the effects of one project on a person
who is being subjected to multiple influences from a variety of projects,
Furthermore, interventions such as ESEA ultimately affect all other
elements pf the school system. These overall effects cannot be assumed
to be uniformly positive. Therefore, there is a demonstrated need for -
continuous system-wide evaluation of all educational programs by a single
research and evaluation office,

There is need for caution on the part of those who believe that re.-
search units will suddenlf realize their potential for. research and evalua-
tion, Time, trained minds, and adequate supporting staff and facilities
are all needed if significant and helpful service is to be given. It probably

is worth repeatixig that in the process of solving evaluation problems,

more problems will be discovered., Ultimately, however, each school

district in America should be able to boast the benefits of a well defined

w24

&

LS

o

ﬂmw‘}




and unified research and evaluation function--be it performed by one man

or a large staff, Title I of the 1965 ESEA may be forgotten as a poverty

act but iong remembered as the source of systematic self-appraisal in

America's schools,
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Partl

THE COLUMBUS EVALUATION PROGRAM




I, THE EVALUATION CENTER AND ITS PRINQIPLES OF OPERATION

Introduction: A Collaborative Relationship in Evaluation

The evaluation program currently being conducted in Columbus,
Ohio, is a collaborative effort between the Ohio State Universi.ty's
Evaluation Center and the Columbus Public Schools. The collabo-~
ration is based on joint support by the University and Columbus Public
Schools, with each organization contributing both funds .and personnelA
to the effort. The evaluation program is focused on Columl;us' Title I
program establishe(i under the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965.

As might be expected in such a collaboration between university
and publ-ic agencies, the three-yearv project has several general
purposes, designed to meet the particular needs of both organizations
involved. Among these purposes are:

~first, to pro§ide to the Columbus Schools information to design,
operate, and assess the impact of the Title I program and to make
appropriate evalu.ation reports to the State Department of Educa-
tion and the U.S. Office of Education;.

second, to give to the Columbus Sc‘:holols a core of persons experi-

enced and trained in evaluation, so that the school éystem can

staff an evaluation agency within the system;

third, to provide the Evaluation Center with an opportunity.to
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develop and test techniques, instruments, and designs for

evaluation;

and fourth, to provide the Evaluation Center with a laboratory to

practice in the public schools.

The general strategy for the evaluation program in Columbus has
two major components. First, it includes the conduct of research and
development in evaluation. Second, by usiné staff from OSUEC and
personnel on leave from the Columbus Public Schools, it includes

simultaneously provision of evaluation information for an ongoing

Title I program in a school environment, Persens from OSUEC and

Columbus Public School perso.nnel gather data on the context within
which projects operate, on the operation of projects from day to day,
and on the impact of projects on the hehavior of inner-city students.
At the same time, the staff members are involved in research and
development in evaluation and are being trained to takg a pcsition of

leadership in evaluation upon joining or rejoining the school system.

The Role of the Evaluation Center in the Columbus Project

The Evaluation Center fs an agency of the Ohio State University's
School of Educetion dedicated to advancing the science of evaluatiori.
As conceived by the Center, evaluation is the process of providing
informaﬁ:ion which is essential to decisions made in planning, program-

ming, and implementihg acﬁvjt{es to meet educational goals. The

-32-
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Center has the following as its objgctives:: (1) to study planning and
evaluation in education; (2) to develop models and methods for evalu- . ]
ation project designs, project activities, and project outcomes;
(3) to develop methods and materials for implementing evaluation

" programs; (4) to diffuse information related to evaluation; (5) to lielp
practitioners effectively use evaluation designs and tools; andl (6) to
provide instruc;ion in evaluation. These objectives are reflected in
the major activities of the Center which includé research, development,

training, diffusion; and limited service in evaluation.

A Conceptual Model of Evaluation

The evaluation efforts undertaken in the Columbus project were

‘guided by a model formulated by Dr. Daniel Stuiflebeam, Director of

the Evaluation Center. This model is based on the concept that the

purpose of evaluation is to provide information for making decisions.

Pupil attainmer;ts are measured for detecting problems and specifying
object.ives in p}oﬁosals for financial assistance; funding agencies
obtain the judgments of experts about the quality of proposals before
decidiné to fund or feject them; project m.'a‘nagers obtain progress
reports bgfore deciding to moc_lify plans or i)rocedures in process;
Jegislative bodies require data about the effectiveness of programs
before deciding to continue, discontinue, or change the level of funding

for such programs. These examples illustrate that key decision

©33a
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makers in a change such as the Columbus program process continually
need valid evaluative inforr.nation. To serve such decision making
requirements effectively, evaluation must be valid (homomorphic to
the variables of interest), reliable (reproducible), timely (available
when the decision maker needs it), credible (trusted by the decision

maker and those he must serve), and accessible (available to those who

ha;ve a need to know).

Since there are many kinds of decisions associated with and re-
lat.cd‘ to change activities, there are also different typés of evaluaticn.
The nature of decisions involved i.;l planning and implementing change
activities encompasses four general types of decisions and suggests
that the needed evaluation rmay be convenielntly divided .into four

. generalized stages. These stages--context, input, process, and

product --comprise the CIPP EVALUATION MODEL, which is depicted

in Figure 1.

Context Evaluation

The first stage of the CIPP Model is context evaluation. Its

major objective is to locate, delineate, and assess the importance of
problems and qeé.ds in the enyironment where change ié to .o'ccur.

This is accomplished through determining, measuring, and analyzjng
the total system within which cﬁénge is to occur. It focuses upon the

setting and ranking of objéctiyes for a system, the intended outputs,
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differences between intended and actual outputs, and relationships_
between intended and actual outputs, and relationsl;ips between actual
inputs and outputs. It thus piripoints needs and further suggests
problemslof system design or operation which underlie a state of need.

In the change process, context evaluation provides information for

L [

deciding upon the appropriate point of entry to the change process. s

Decisions based upon context evaluation usually result in problem

staternents contained in proposals in certain critical areas.

) 3
Input Evaluation - j
1

To determine how to cobe with the identifwf.ed needs and problems,

it is necessary to conduct an input evaluation. The objective of input

evaluation is to identify possible solution strategies or coping mecha- i

nisms and to forecast their strengths and weaknesses for solving the

specified problem within the relevant operating context. Input evalu-
“-ation is guided by the point of entry to the change process suggested .R - :
by context evalu‘a,tion- ~-whether research, development, diffusion, or
adoption activities are most appropriate. The method of input eyalu-
ation is t6 determine the relevance of alt'ernativ'a courses of action to : -
the problem of interest, their potential procedural bafrriers, the
possibility of overcoming and the consequences of not overcoming the

procedural impediments, and the benefits and costs of overcoming - - 1)

them. In the change proceé 8, input evaluation provides information for

«36-
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deciding upon program strategies and tactics. Decisions based upon

input evaluation usually result in the specification of program objec-

tives, procedure, schedule, and budget by the proposing agency and in

determinations of whether and at what level to fund the proposal by the

: - potential funding agency. : i

. Process Evaluation §

| Once a pla;nned course of action has been chosen and approved

and the.imnlementation of the plan has begun, process evaluation is
t;eeded to provide periodic feedback to project administrators and
others responsible for continuous control and refinement of plans and
procedures, The objective of‘process evaluation is to detect or predict,
during implementation stages, defects in the designor i.ts implemen-

tation. The overall strategy is to identify and monitor, on a continuous,

molar, noninterventionist basis, the potential sources of failure in a

project. Roger Barker has recently characterized this approach as

" tranducer inquiry in an ecological context. * Here, the evaluator
does not exercise experimental control over the situation, nor does

he manipulate it in any way. He accepés it as it is and as it evolves,

and monitors the total situation as best he can by focusing his most

sensitive noninterventionist data collection techniques on the most

o *Barker, Roger G. '"Explorations in Ecological Psychol-
ogy," American Psychologist, January 1965, 20, 1-14.
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crucial aspects of the project. Such evaluation is multivariate, and
not all of the important variables' can be specified before a project is
initiated. The process evaluator focuses his attention on theoretically
important variablgs, but he also remains alert to any unanticipated but
significant events., Under process evaluation, information is collected
daily, organized systematically, analyzed periodica;\lly (e. g., weekly),
and reported as often as project personnel require such information
(e. g., monthly). Project decision makers are t_here'by provided with
information needed for anticipatin'g and ovéréorn'ing procedural diffi-
culties. A record of process information is kept for interpreting
project outcomes, and in longer projects; an updating of context infor-
mation--providing a dynamic baseliﬁe of needs~-~is a part of the process

evaluation.  In the change process, process evaluation thus provides

information for insuring quality control in the immediate and subsequent

implementation and refinement of plans.

Product Evaluation

At the end of the project or a.t other predetermined times, product
evaluation is needed for cietermining the effectiveness of the project.
The objective of product evaluaﬁon is to relate outcomes ;o objectives
and to context, inpui:, and process, i.e., to measure and interpret
outcomes. The n‘iet;hoci is to define operational‘criteria and measure

these as associated with the objectives of the activity; to compare

«38-
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these measurements with predetermined standards, of comparative
bases; and to make rational ahalyses and interpretations of the outcomes
in terms of the recorded context, input, and process information. In
the change process, product evaluation provides information for de-
ciding to not change, or continue, terminate, modify, or refocus a
change actxwty, and for linking the activity to other major phases of

the change process. A product evaluatmn rmght show that objectives
had been satisfactorily achieved and that a developed mnovatton can be’
continued or is ready to be diffused to schools which need such an in-
novation (depending, of course, on the decision rules of decision
makers). In another case, product, context, and process evaluation
could 'shox'v ';hat while an objective had not been satisfactorily achieved,
several components of the prograrh might funetion éiffe?ently in another
instance.

From this _overview of the CIPP model it can be seen that evalu-
ation activities differ greatly in context, input, process, and project
assessment phases of the total evaluation process. Both evaluation
designs anci evaluation instruments vary from step to step i‘h‘rtheir
applicability and relative effectiveness ih providing information. Meny
diverse types of mformatmn are needed throughout the dectsmn-makmg'
process, and a multitude of different institutional and value constraints
(such as vested interests) limit the ability of evaluation to gather that
information. In addition, certein of the information may have existed

<39-
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prior to the evaluating effort. Such a model, therafore, demands that

(1) the model be linked closely to the decision process in the program

it serves, and (2) the evaluator work intimately with the decision ok

maker(s). . , : |

Evaluation and the Decision Process in Title I Programs |

The Title I program is designed to increase the education opportu-

PN D RN T N TR

nities, experiences, and attainment of disadvantaged children through- L 3

out the nation by adding provisional services to them through local r E

educational agencies. National objectives are an integral paft of the

program's focus as is broad control over the program's existence
 and support. Yet the Title I effort is specifically controlled and coor-

“ dinated at the state level and is implemented at the local level. Thus,

5 the decisions for which evaluation information must be supplied will be
made at 1ocal, state, and national levels.
The loops in Figure 2 illus.trate' the ge'n_eral decisions ai;d funci;ions
- of evaluation as they may exist in programs which involve local-state-
national cc;ope'ration. A set of feedback control loops‘delineate the
4 natiﬁnai cooperation. A set of feedback control“loops delinéate the

flow of evaluation information to levels of decision makers. The loop

at the right of Figure 2 .":uws local school activities; the intermediate
loop, state activities; and the left-hand loop, federal activities.

Block 1 portrays the local school district's program.‘ This is the

«40-




Columbus
Page 11

local context from which needs for. educational change emerge and
within which the changes to meet these needs must ultimately occur.

It includes both the intended and actual inputs of the system (e.g., the
learners, curriculum, staff, organization, policies, finances, physical
facilities, and school-community relations ), and the .in?tended and actual
outputs of the system (i.e., the cognitive, psychological, and social
functioning of its stthuients and alumni).

Proceeding to the right of Block 1, information collection is
depicted by the first segment of the curved line, This collection
occurs at the local school level and is essentially objective. Interpre-
tatio;xs of the information are not relevant here, but rather the system-
atic collection of all information (context, input, process, and product)
needed for later decisions at local, state, and fe;leral levels. The
local education agency might independently collect context information,
and/or it might participate in statewide or national context evaluation:,
e.g., statewide testing programs, Project Talent, National Asées sment.
In collecting input information, the locall education agency; probably
would seek evidence from outside the system about potential solut%c;n
strategies not previously employed witl;in t'he system; but inforr.nation
about potential soiuﬁon strategies which had preﬁdusly been tried in
the system could also, and would probably, be collected locally.
Process informa&on about a program would Be collected daily within the

system. Product information usually would be collected in the local

wd]
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setting alone at the beginning of a change activity--to provide bench-
.marks--and thereafter on an annual basis..

Block 2 shows the organization of information. Here information
would be ct;ded in accor.dance with a predetermineci format, processed
(e. g., keypunched),‘ and filed regularly.

At Block 3, information collected at Block 2 would be analyzed in
accordance with decision-m;king requirements for (1) focusing planned
changes through identifying, explicating, and ranking local system
needs (context reports); (Z) planning strategies and ta;ctics for effecting
needed changes (input proposals); (3) directing cha.nge.activities
(process reports); and (4) continuing, evol;ring, and refocusing c}}ange
activities (product reports). Information for context reports to the
board of education and schqol administration would be analyzed
infrequently (perhaps annually or as infrequently as.quinguennially) to
identify and assign priorities to local needs. Input information !:o
accompany requests for internal or external sﬁpport \;vould‘ be analyzed
in the local system whenever long-range Qr short-range planning would
be needed for seeking solutions to local system needs. O;xce change
activities were initiated at the local ievel, process information would
be analy.zed frequentl.y for reports c;f project s‘ta.ff to determine whether
potential sources of failure were actually failing, pfoéedures were
foliowiné the proje.ct design, projects were on schedﬁle, resources

were adequate, and the procedural design or its implementation should
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be modiited. (This information could also help to diagnose outcomes

-— -._«;

once they were determined,) Product information would be analyzed

infrequently for reports to the school administration and thé state } |
education department to assess the overall effectiveness of the project . 7 3
in meeting its general goals and thus to provide inforx;rxation for reas-
sessing the context, i. e., how have the probleins ana needs in the %

local system been modified as a result of the complete change activity?

L

Block 4 denotes program decisions made at the local level. Local

St e R P L Et

school decision makers (including the board of education, superintendent, -
principal, supervisor, and/or project director) would use the evaluative

reports from Block 3 to make decisions required in focusing, plannuag,

i

implementing, and evolving change activities. The board of education
and school administration would make decisions to focus and set

priorities for change activities, and they would be aided greatly in this

by access to context evaluation reports. These persons, together with
a project director, would use input evaluation information for making
decisions required in planning, scheduling, staffing, and funding needed
progréms. Following an initial context and input e\(aluation and the-
introduction of a change activity, project personnel would use process
evaluation rzports to make decisions required in manaéing a change
activity. At infreqﬁent ;mtervals, e.g., annually, the administration
would need te decide whether to bontin;xe, expand, cc;ntract,' or discon-

tinne the change activity. While product evaluation repoi-ts are
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important for assisting in such decisions, it should be noted that they
also are invaluable aids for justifying such decisions to public and staff
and for honori-ng those who are responsible for the successes. This
probably accounts for product evaluation having reached a level of
-development and use which is much higher than that for context, input,
or process types of evaluation.

The decisions made at Block 4 would be implemented at Block 5,
and the school program would undergo frequent modification back at
Block . This cycle is continuous. Evaluation reports would be pre-
pared as often as decision makers in the local school needed them for
program examination, planning, control, and evolution.

Returning to Block 3, product.reports for the state education
department would bé prepared annually (or as often as required) by
all public school districts in the state. At Block 6,‘ the state education
.department would organize these reports into types of projects and
combine the information from similar projects. This information
would then be analyzed at Block 7 to determine the strengths and
weaknesses of the statewide program (state produci: evaluation), and
the state program officials ;;vould use this information to assess the
statewide .educati.onal probléms and needs (context evaluation) to
decide at Block 8 about program emphases a‘m_i' state control. The
state's assessment of school product reports to distinguish between

effective and ineffective approaches employed by schools would
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constitute part of the state input evaluation. Decisions by state officials

would be implemented at Block 9 and would affect the state program

at Block 10. Local school projects at Block 1 would then be affected

in turn. : i
H

At Block 7, annual product evaluation from the fifty states would

be sent to the federal agency. This information would then be organized ” ‘
at Block 11 so that major program thrusts could be examined and {’ :
analyzed at Block 12 on a nationwide ba..sis and so that reports (product M;’f
eva.iuation) could be prepared, for example, for the Associate Com- é
missioner for Elementary and Secondary Education, the Commissioner 'g; :

of Education, the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, the
President, and the Congress. In turn, these functionaries would use g
the product reports to assess the problems and needs of elefnentary |
and secondary education in increasingly broader contexts (content
evaluation) and to assess the effec&veness of previous plans and
programs and the p'otential of proposed ones (input evaluation).

Decisions would then be made at the federal leval at Block 13 about

program emphases and funding. The implementation at Block 14 of

such decisions wogld affect the federal program at Block 15, the state
programs at Block 10, and the local school projects at Block 1.

To summarize the key poinfé reiated to Figure 2: (1) info rmatiop
for evaluation at federal, state, and local levels will be collected

largely at the local level; (2) this information will form the basis for
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federal, state and local decisions which will ultimately affect local
operations; and (3) evaluation plans must be developed, communicated,
and coordinated at federal, state, and local levels if the information
schools provide is to be adequate for assisting in the decision process
at each of these levels. Having presentec} a model for evaluation and
illustrated a possible application of the proposed model in a major
federally-aided program, we will next attempt to depict evaluation as
conducted by the Evaluation Center within the total context of the

Columbus Title I program.

The Columbus Evaluatien Program: An Overview

It is hoped that many useiul principles of design for evaluatio.n

_ programs may come from collaboration between Columbus and the
Evaluation Center. The general prmclples upon which the evaluatlor'n
was based will be outlined‘ shortly; here, a brief overview will be
presented to provide a frame of reference for viewing these principlee.
When viewing the Columbus evaluation program as a prototype for
other or further evaluation efforts, the forces which constrain the
prograrrlx must be identified and understood. Several limitations on the
generahzablhty of the Columbus program appear to exist. These
constramts, both conceptual and operational, gave shape to the evalu-
ation and are explamed in the following paragraphs.

The evaluation program began formally, as mentioned earlier in
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this report, only after the ''context'' and "input'" decisions concerning

the projects had been made. Thus, the evaluation must remain a test

of only the '"process'' and '"product'' components of the CIPP model.- {
Nonetheless, the testing of process and product evaluation have had i
relevance for context and input evaluation, for many potential problems 3
‘have been uncovered. ' ' i” ;
Staff members for the evaluation effort were provided both by the { :
Columbus Public Schools arnd by the Evaluation Center. The school h
-system granted leaves of absence to severcl of its staff members (six lﬂ
teachers and a school nurs e), in the hope of obtaining qualified ' ﬂ:
evaluators to aid in establishing an agency to conduct evaluation )
activities within the system. These people became "pli'oject residents, " gl

charged with the responsibility of carrying out evaluation activities for
a particular Cclumbus project. Theé Evaluation Center provided pér-

sonnel for the positions of director and associate director of the

program. Test development specialists, data processing and statistics

specialists, research assistants, and secretarial staff were funded

jointly by the two agencieq:

The .origins of staff for the program were evident in the backgrounds
and orientation of staff members. " Speaking in the misleading terms of
stereotypes, the staff represents people with research oi'i_eptations
characterized by a quantita.tivé background and approach to problems

and people with orientations to teaching and experiences with the
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personal concerns of students and teachers. One of the immediate

changes wrought by the mixing of people of varied interests and training
* at the Evaluation Center was an amalgamiation of their different pre-

dominant views. The result was that each staff member became

sensitive to the objectives of evaluation and acquired the empathy needed

to carry it out.

On the other hand, the implications of staff differences were not

immediately evident. For example, only through painful experience
did it become obvious that any future program to train evaluators must

be designed only after assessing the capabilities and viewpoints of

trainees and trainers participating in the training, A context and ini)ut

. évaluation of the evaluation training program might have pointed out
the impértance of this problem. |
The data generated by the evaluation effort have remained in the
ownership of the Columbus Public Schools. Such a policy is in accord
with the recognition thai: evaluation dught to be qriented to de'cision

makers in the program. (This is explicitly recégnized in the concep-

tual relationship between evaluation and the decision process in the

Title I program.)

General Evaiuation Design Principles
Principles serving as a foundation for the Columbus evaluation

program are concerned with the design of process and product

-49.
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evaluation activities, the construction and administration of instruments,
and the manner in which obtained evaluation information is fed back to
the project staff.

1. Orientation meetings are held at the beginning of projects and

periodically during the life of a project. The purpose of these meetings
is to inform the participants in a project of its objectives, its procedures,
and its evaluation. 'At orien.tation meetings, a special point is made of
discussing the purpose of evaluation, with emphasis put on the néed to
improve the project by continually evaluating it. By such means, the
evaluation staff attempts to involve others in the process4of evaluation
and to diminish its threat. Such meetings also give personnel in the
school system a chance to contribute to the design of a project and its
evaluation--or at the least to suggest potential barriers to the success

of a project so that these barriers may be monitofe'd through process

evaluation.

2. Initial decign of the evaluation effort is a collaborative. activity.
Objectives for each of the projects in the TitleI program are set and .
writi;en by the approp'riate prc;ject staff from Columbus Public Schools.
buring and after the period of setting objectivés, the director c: the
Title I project under discussic;n has the responsibility for detailed
project objectives. The Evaluation Center staff has the responsibility
to review, comment on, 'and act on these objectives, striving 'to clai-ify

objectives and couch them in terms of observable behavior. At the
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same time that objectives for a project are determined, criteria for.

measuring objective attainment are set for use in product evaluation.

Thus, an overall design covering each project for a full school year is
writter. by the Evaluaiion Center. Finally instruments to fulfill the
demar ': of the design are chosen or constructed by staff members of
the Center with periodic consultation beiné. provided by the University's
Test Development Center,

3. Process evaluation activities are given focus and defined prior

" to beginning Title I project activities in the schools. The Columbus

Title I project staff and project residents from the Evaluation Center
jointly suggested possible barriers to the success of the project. These

barriers then served as the focus of process evaluation, as the project

: was continuously monitored. If information was generated on other
barriers to project activitieg, the process evaluation was then re-
focused, instruments were reviseci or new ones constructed, and the -
evaluation proceeded.‘

4. Prccess evaluators are noninterventionists, but process

evaluation is intervening. A guiding principle in the evaluation was

that evaluators themselves should not intervene in the operation of a

project. To meet this objective, much of the needed process informa-

tion was collected fr. ~logs, records which were needed for purposes
of bookkeeping, and unstructured and conversétional interviews.

However, the assumption upon which process evaluation itself is

“51=

—— y A A - AT T S v i T 1 ) epo S it e




RSt

R ¥ N

AT

Columbus
Page 22

predicated is that evaluators serve as decision makers, aqd, to the
extent that process evaluation causes shifts in project operations, it
does indeed intervene. Hence, a guiding principle of process evalu-
ation is that it intervenes to guide the project, although this interven-
tion is at the discretion of project de;:ision makers.

Unfortun.ately, it is especially difficult to determine how, or if,
process evaluation and evaluators intervene in the project. Evaluators
who are involved in their jobs, interested in providing process informa -
tion which reflects the true operation of 5 project, and concerned that
data are used to make d.ecisions and verify their appropriateness--
such evaluators interject unknown influence into the project's operation.
Often process evaluation is obtrusive, in spite of efforts to pre;rent
intrusion. While such (quickly-designed) devices as multi-project
interview schedules, the use of non-overlapping sampleés of respondents,
and the tight scheduling of process instruments mitigated the impact of
the evaluation on school personnel, nonetheless the 'evaluation' did
consume gh_ég time and effort as well as that of the evaluator,

5. One of the guiding principles of this evaluation has been the

Suarantee of anonymity tc persons when they respond to instruments.

An assumption in conducting the evaluation has been that pa ri:icipan;s in

any project are competent in their roles. Thus, if problems occur in

, da.y-to-day operations, or if the hoped-for product is not produced,

some component of the project itseif i8 assumed to be at fault, 'Tc
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make this point clear to respondents, it has often been stated (so as to
diminish the hesitancy of persons to respond) that people are not being
evaluated. '

The guarantee of anonymity has, in several instances, been a
point of contention between evaluation and project staffs. The prob-
ability of contention appears especialiy great when individuals, or
characteristics of a project which bear a person's vested interest, are
identified as barriers to success. At times, project staff have.
requested information on the identity of persons who responded to
instruments or provided a pa.rticul?,r i)iece of information. However,
denial of such requests and reaffirmation of the principle of‘ anonymity
has prc-wen to;> be essential to continually obtaining z lequate informatioh

for the Title I program.

6. Data are obéﬁined by means of sampling. .’I‘his approach has
been taken for the sake of insuring some deéreé of reliability and
validity and has been employed in both process and prociuct evaluation
activities. (In addition, sampling served as a strategy to keep perceht—
ages of response to an instrument high, by not overbufdeni_ng one
respondent, Often several samples of the same class of respéndents
were used for different instrux_'neni: admiﬁistrations. ). Principles of
random and stratified random sampling were employed .when possible
in the selection of schools and persons to whom instruments would be

administered. The sampling approach and the rather large number of
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instruments administered to project partiéipants have made it necessary ,

to schedule instruments carefully for administration in the schools.‘
In addition, it was found expedient to combine instruments from dif-
ferent projgcts into a single jointly-used instrument, when the instru-
ments attempted to measure similar objectives present in several
projects.

7. Both commercially-available and specialiy-constructed

instruments are used in the evaluation. When possible, instruments
normally administered as a part of the Columbus Public Schools

testing program are also used. Among the specially~constructed

_instruments for the project are depth-study intarview schedules for

individual children; questionnaires and interview schédules for
l;eachers, administrators, and special personnel assigned to projects;
Q-sort instruments; attitude surveys, rating forms for facilitating
factors and deterrents to project success; and various logs and record
forms. Project resiglents ct;nstruct or asgist in the .construction of
these instruments as part of th;air training.

8. Feedback sessions are held monthlLdufing the life of a project

to inform the project director (and his staff) of the operations of the
project. Such sessions are attended by project residents from the
Evaluation Center and by prpject staff. Process information is reported
verba;liy and by other media (films a,hd charts). Project' staff, members

are then given an opportunity to ask questions about findings or
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participate in refocusing the process evaluation. In additicn to these
sessions, meetings are held between Columbus' Assistant Superinten-
dent for Sl;ecial Services and the directors of the Evaluation Center
and the Colambus evaluation program within it. The program (all
projects), the operation of evaluatic;n activities, and the planning of
future activities can be discussed at these meet{ngs, while at the ‘same
time separate channels of communication between the University and

~ the school system remain open (through the upper and lower levels of
the system);

The flow of evaluation information in the school system's channels
of comrr;unication at times presented a problem. Feedback, while
designed for all project partit;ipants, often reached only the upper
levels of project staff. Evaluation informatidn was provided to top-
level decision makers and had to flow from the top of the organization
downward. When passage of information was impeded, or when only
certain information was passed as desired, lower-level peréonnel felt
they were obtaining little benefit from the time and effort they contrit;-
Vuted as respondents in the evaluation. It would appe;r that 5.11 evalu-'
ation information ought to be channeled to all project parti-cipa_ntS in
some form or other and o'ften' enough to retain their sense of involvement
in the project and ,c;'omrhihnent to the evaluation.

Evaluation, aftex; ﬂl. can only be timely when access to.informa-

tion is guaranteed to those prdject staff members who have a ''need
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‘to know." It is apparent that the manner in which information is to be

o]

disseminated must be determined in the early stages of the .valuation,

T

o
)

for dissemination itself is a strategy for improving activities by

influencing decision makers.

z»«w’ l

The Role of the Evaluator

e |

§

"The role of the evaluator is a techmca.l one demanding a high level

P and ]
Y

t

of skill in the use of techniques for collectmg and orgamzmg, analyzmg

.and reporting, information concerning the prOJect he is evaluating.

I

Also, the evaluator must be cogmzant of the mformatmn reqmrements'
of those persons who must make decisions in and about Title I progra.ms
and use these requirements in designing and implementing evaluation

- activities.

.However, it api)ears that the evaluator operating in a school
system may have a more difficult role to fulfill than is apparent from

the previous description. The evaluator must provide, for decision-

e A

making by the project staff; information which is credible, useful,
valid, timely, and reliable. The evaluator, therefore, m\;st spend

5 .much of his time working wi.ti'x (or among) project staff. However, it
.is a.pparent. that the project staff is only; one group--a part of the local

education agency--of several groups which must make decisions con=

cerning Title I activities. Itis quite possible that conflicts may arise

over the nature of information needed. .The evaluator may desire to
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* collect information for other levels of decision makers involved in the
Title I prograrri, e.g. the State education department, while tﬁe project
‘staff may dispute the necessity or the ti‘ming of collecting such infor-
mation. Questions about the credibiiiéy a;zd objectivit'y ;f evaluators
almost invariably arise frém the evaluator's clients in many quai'ters

whenever the agency being evaluated imposes limitations on the data

to be collected. - Ip luéh a circgmstanct;, resolution of conflict is
i)os sible only through engendering understandix_xg about what all relevant‘
decision makers need.

A second potential problem inherent in the evaluator's role is the
requirement that the evalt;ator mﬁke no decisions himself for the
project. The evaluator has the ability to subtly shape the path and
progress of Title I activities by his use of information, Thus, the
evaluator must affirm often after much searching of his cc'mscien_ce
that he will take a neutral position with respe;:t to the direction of the
project, .éxcépt in technical matters of evalua.tion." To the extent that
;evaluators deviate from this neutrality, uqknown interveption in |

project-activities has begun.

Research Aésumgﬁons. Efforts, and Special Studies
Research into the theory, methodology, and usefulness of evalu-
ation is a key objective of the Evaluation Center's overall strategy for

‘evaluation in the Columbus Public Schools. However, while research
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into the area of evaluation is valued by the Columbus Public School
system admin.istration, it is certainly true that the administration has
research inte:est;s of its own. Thus, while the schools may value
research, they must balance all d;mands for re‘search in the school
setting, as well as concerning themselves with how true an image of
the schools such research presents, In short, research in an ongoing
evaluation effo;'t appears to be a particﬁlarly sengitive endeair(;r; this
'is especially true when inquiry is not so much concerned with possibil-
ities (the intent of the experimental investigator, who asks "What would

happen if. .. ?") as with actualities(the intent of the aexperimental

investigator, wilo asks '"What g_ggg happen in the real world?"). Most
of the efforts of the Evaluatioo ~enter--although it is r;ot concerned
with experimental research on t_he school system's problems it un-
covers--haw.r'e produced c;ontext and process data. These data by their'
very nature:are threatening, for they portray problem areas, short-
. cpmings in previois programs, barriers to progress, and deterrents -
to succe:ss. Explicit research efforf:s of the Evaluation Cente’r
(discussed shortly) often producec} data concerning the way evaluation
‘information was utilized and the effc;ct it had on the programs of
concern, Such research has the power to thréatén and at times may
have touched sgrisiti\{e poipts in the scﬂool sygt'em.
The con';bination of threat which can come from research efforts,.

and the policy of vesting ownership of data with the'C_qlurnbu's Public
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Schools, may have caused a general uneasiness about research on
evaluation in conjunction with the evalgation program. If a general
principle can be formulated, it is that research efforts must proceed
tactfully, and proceed only after their rationale and needs aré firmly
esiablished. The alternative to this cautiogs and rather slow course

of action is to bargain, before the evaluation, for the type and amount

of research to be conducted concurrently with evaluation services.
A number of research projects have been prodvced as an integral

- part of the Columbus evaluation program. Most of these projects have

been concerned with the state-of-the-science of evaluation, its potentiai
usefulness in the school, and some of the ways in which evaluation may
be more efficiently conducted. Among those efforts, proceeding or

completed, are studies of the roles and training of evaluators, the

use of information manager‘neﬁt and management information systems

in education, .the relation of evaluation to deéisiqn making in planned

educational char;ge. the effectivéness of item sampling techx;iques .as" a
method of estimating .teai: norms, and a study on the.use and scoring of
) the Color Pyramid. Tesé. A bibliography on evaluation has been com-"

piled with sources ranging from classical research design 'to contem -

PO Ry T

porary views of evaluation. In addition, a critical survey of the

literature in evaluation has been completed to serve as a base of
i theory for conceptuaiizing-_ further evaluation efforts.

Ruth Odgers of the Evaluation Center conducted a brief study
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on "The Selection, Training, and Functions of ESEA Title I Project
" Ewvaluators" (available in mimeographed form from the Ohid State
University Evaluation Center). The objectives of the stud} were to
detex;m'ine: (1) the functions of a project resident or member of ai.u
educational evaluation stalff, (2) the type and amount of experience
considered esse.ntial for performing such functions, (3) the training
believed to be necessary, and (4) the personal traits believed necessary
fo‘r evaluators. An open-ended questionnaire was éd;rxinistered to a
selected group of key school administrators from the State of Ohio
and to members of the Evaluation Center staff.

There appeared to be three general agreed-upon functions o'f the
eval-ator: (1) planning educaﬁonal evaluation; (2) implementing
" educational evaluation plans; and (3) disseminating evaluation fizidings.
As a professional educator, the evaluator was expected to assist school
staff in the process of conceptuali.zation and determination of educational
' goals, plan prt{gram; for their attainment,v and helvp school staff assess
progress a£ given poin.ts in the program. Unique attributes of fhe
evaluator's role were (1) the designing of evaluation programs; (2)
constructing and/or d.evising instruments for data collection; '(3) ana-
lyzing and organizing data; (4i reporting finding.s; and (5) giving help
in using results t:or the purpose of implementing, terminatiné, ‘or
mddifying_ projects s.o that goals could be effecti\fely attained. The type

of experience and training believed to be necessary for carrying out
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these functions included a Bachelor's degree in education; graduate

casework in educational research, and preferably a Master's degree;

and certification in teaching. Personal traits believed important, in
addition to those customarily-mentioned ones such as a liking for

people, a quick intellect, staBility, cooperativeness, and concern for j
accuracy and objectivity, were flexibility and willingness to compromise z
and take risks; a tolerance for ambiguity; a high frustration level; J
tact; and the capacity to accept and utilize criticism. s

Because of the orientation of the Evaluation Center's efforts to the

needs of decision makers, it appeared necessary to construct a
taxonomy of the decisions which project disectors would make. Jack
Ott, now director of the Ohio State University Test Development Center,

constructed such a taxonomy and tested it by observing the behavior of

project directors in Columbus during the course of the year. This

work, serving as the basis for his dissertation, had two major concep-
tual components. The first component included the premises, anatomy,
and typology of educational change. The second component included a
taxonomy of the decision process which was observed to be part of
planned educational change. From these two conceptual sources, a
classification of decisions that project directors made was derived
Three means were used to gather empirical data which would both
support and interact with the construction of the taxonomy of decisions.

First, a log was constructed and used by project residents to note the
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decisions made by project personnel. Second, monthly feedback

meetings were observed and the decisions made during the course of
meetings noted. Third, substantive reports of evaluation efforts were

analyzed to find decision makers' need for information concerning

cheir premises. To test the usefulness of this decision taxonomy, the

questions, information needs, and decisions which were made by S §

project personnel were summarized by projects. (The outcome of this

study will soon be available from the Evaluation Center; interim
findings can be obtained from Jack Ott, Director, Test Development =
Center, The Evaluation Center, The Ohio Stat2 University.)

More effective means of conducting evaluation activities were

explored in an experimental study undertaken to determine and compare

the validity of item sampling with examinee sampling for estimating

test norms. Examinee sampling was defined as the case in which norm

statistics were computed from data obtained by administering all items

in a test to a random sample of examinees; item sampling, on the other

hand was defined as the case in which one set of norm statistics is

derived from several non-overlapping sets of test data, each of which

is based on random samples of items and examinees.
The study was designed to answer the following questions:

1. Would item sampling, where each of n examinees is adminis-
tered only a proportion of the items from a single test, yield
as good or better a norm estimate as examinee sampling,
where all items are adminstered to some proportion of the
examinees?

b2~




Columbus
Page 33

2. Was the effectiveness of item sampling a function of item
sample size?

3. Is item sampling as valid for establishing norms for ''advan-
taged" as for n"disadvantaged'' children?

4. Within limits, does a large number of examinees taking a small
number of items each, or a small number of examinees answering
many items each, give a more accurate norm estimate (keeping
the product of examinees x items taken constant)? Two unique
features of this study are that it employs item samples as small
as 6 percent of the entire test, and that it involves elementary
school students.

The basic study was replicated in two public school populations:
1665 subjects from 77 fourth-grade classrooms were chosen from
schools in ""disadvantaged'' neighborhoods, and the same number from

schools in ""advantaged' neighborhoods. The instrument employed was

the Word Knowledge subtest of the Metropolitan Elementary Reading

Tests. Means, standard deviations, and item statistics were computed

for each item in the item and examinee sample.

The findings regarding the first study questions indicated the item
sampling approach performed about as well as, if not better than, the
examinee sampling approach. These findings supf;ort item sampling as
acceptable, and Probably preferable, as an alternative to examinee
sampling for estimating test norms. Findings regarding the second
study question are inconclusive: certain findings suggested that the

accuracy of the estimated means increases as the size of the item

. samples increase; however, other findings suggested that exactly

the opposite was the case. It also appeared that a combination
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of small item samples taken by a large sample of examinees produced
the best norm estimates. These findings will have to be examined
carefully, however, before conclusions can be drawn. The findings
are again inconclusive for the third study question; they suggest that
sémpling overall provided a more accurate estimate for the mean and
variance for the disadvantaged study population thaxn jor the advantaged
one. However, the differential effectiveness of item sample norm
estimates for advantaged versus disadvantaged study populations was
slight; thus, it would appear that item sampling as a technique is at
least as effective as examinee sampling for advantaged and disadvan-
taged study populations. Regarding the fourth question, it appears
that a combination of a large number of examinees taking only a few
items each produces more accurate norm estimates than a combination
of a small number of examinees taking many items each. (This research
is mo re extensively reported in "An Experimental Comparison of Item
Sampling and Examinee Sampling for Estimating Test Norms, "' by
Thomas R. Owens and Daniel L. Stufflebeam, mimeographed by the
Ohio State University Evaluation Center. )

A f;aasibility study of the use of information management and
management information systems \;laa conducted by several members
of the Evaluation Center staff. The study, much like the one concerned
with the rela-tion of evaluation to decision making and planned educational

change, was concerned with the type of information needed for project
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decision making. In addition, it was a’so concerned with information
needed for decisions at the local school system and state department
of education levels of administration. Its basic objective was to
determine the feasibility of anticipating these information needs prior
to the necessity for making decisions.

Questions which were asked by decision makers were examined
both formally and informally. Decision and question content and
frequency were assessed to determine what, and how often, people felt

"they "needed to know.'" Two general strategies for providing informa-
tion emerged from the study: (1) the strategy of anticipating, on a
stand-by basis, the demands which decision makers would have for
information; and (2) the strategy of providing a general base of
informat.:ion to be used in decision making.

The major finding of the study thus far, in terms of feasibility, is
that not enough is known concerning the questions wi\ich decision
makers ask to anticipate the information needs which decision makers
will have. Evaluators involved in the study now believe they know
enough to ask questions concerning decisions, but the decisions them-
selves and their frequency of occurrence are seldom known. It
appears, and reasonably so, that decision makers do not ask questions
until they feel a need for information; however, it is also true that
given the present state of the art of evaluation, a certain amount of

"ead time" is involved in providing information for decision makers.
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In addition, it may be part of the evaluator's role (if he so chooses) to

attempt to help the decision maker in anticipating the¢ decisions he must

make in the future.
It is necessary to balance the requirement that information be
provided quickly with the requirement that in order to provide informa-

tion of high certainiy a certain amount of time must be consumed in

i1

gathering, analyzing, and reporting information. Given the necessity

of trading off between demands for time and accuracy, one strategy
which appears viable at the present time is to utilize secondary data
sources rather than primary ones in gathering evaluation information,
(Some of the thoughts which motivated the conception of this study are
contained in ""Evaluation of Planned Educational Change at the Local

Education Agency Level, " written by Howard O, Merriman, and

published as Occasional Paper (7-106 of the Division for the Study of

Education, School of Education, The Ohio State University. )

Two research efforts have been focused on literature which cur-

rently exists in the field of evaluation. The first work, a bibliography
on evaluation materials available in the library of the Evaluation Center,
is concerned with gathering references in education research, organi-

zation theory, conceptual work in evaluation, inriovation‘, change,

decision making, methodological works on the design of evaluations,
the gathering and analyzing of information, and the reportingx of

information to decision makers. This bibliograghy is constantly

«66e

Q ‘ T s
ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.




Columbus
Page 37
updated, and supplements are issued to keep evaluators abreast of
emerging work in the field. The second work is a paper prepared
on "A Selective Review of Literature in Evaluation, ' by Mary C. Burger

(mimeographed by the Evaluation Center). The review scans evalu-

ation literature in order to identify trends, highlights, and emerging
views of evaluation. The aim of the review is to provide a conceptual
base upon which Evaluation Center staff members can build further 1
theories of evaluation.

Cne of the major, but unstructured, thrusts of research in the
Evaluation Center during the course of this project has been conceptual
research into the context, inputs, process, and product of evaluation
as it relates to the field of education. The CIPP model has been
expanded, explicated, analyzed, and dismantled many times, formally
and informally. While such work cannot be reported as a particular

paper or set of guidelines, the conceptualization and re-conceptualization

occurring at the Evaluation Center is manifested in the efforts and
papers reported in this discussioh. In addition, the CIPP model has
been expanded in its application, being applied to the Bureau of
Elementary and Secondary Education’s programs in the U. S. Office
of Education and to the Title III program under ESEA of 1965.

An area of special interest is the area of instrument development.
This area has received a considerable amount of the creative and

administrative energies expended during the past year by the Evaluation
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Center. In addition to the development of such instruments as ques-
tionnaires, interview schedules, attitude scales, and reporting and
accounting forms, several quite unique instruments have been developed
for use in the Columbus Program. The instruments include a Q-sort
for use in determining the perceptions of the role and function of
personnel on various projects from the viewpoint of other personnel;

an interview and questionnaire schedule for simultaneous questioning

of a respondent concerning a number of projects with similar compo-
nents, participants, or objectives; a set of objective scoring techniques

for the Munsterberg Incomplete Stories test, which can be used by

staff members unskilled in the use of this instrument; a facilitant-
restraint rating scale, which allows personnel in projects to indicate
the degree to which certain factors of the project impede or expedite
the operation of that project; and preliminary conceptual work on
such instruments as a cultural awareness test and an observation
scale for use in operating classroom situations.

In summary, instrument development has been a major thrust of .
the Evaluation Center's efforts, especially since few instruments are
available which can gather information required by designs for process
evaluation. (Additional information and copies of instrumentation used

in the Columbus project may be obtained from the Evaluation Center. )
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1I. EVALUATION IN THE COLUMBUS PUBLIC SCHOOL TITLE I PROGRAM

The Columbus Title I Projects and Program: An Overview

A brief look at the context of evaluation in Columbus--the Columbus
Publiﬂc‘ Schools' Title-I projects and program--may be helpful in as-
sessing thc;.—Evalua-tion‘ Center's activities. Several characteristics of
these Title I projects ha:ve come to shape the nature of evaluation
activities. First, while all eight of Columbus' projects focus on
meeting particular acute needs of the disad‘vantaged" child, they do so
without full integration of their efforts. The Columbus program is not
a single project with many component parts but one objective--a child
with n qualities. It is rather an array of projects each focused on
specific problems common to disadvantaged children in certain groups
(though certain of these programs complement one another). Columbus
has chosen to work intensively on particular problems of different
groups, rather than provide what might be a less effective base of
uniform services for all children in the target population. The impli-
cation of this choice for évaluation activities is that a "total system"
view must be taken of individual projects themselves rather than
viewing all projects together. This also has had an operational impact
in the Evaluation Center--a separate evaluator (or team) works with
each project and its director.

A second characteristic of the project which shaped evaluation
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activities is that most of the contexi: and input decisions had already
been made by program designers prior to the involvement of OSUEC,
The problems were identified, inputs assessed, and the program
designed before the evaluation effort was launched. However, the
evaluation staff was involved (often intimately but to varying degrees)
in setting operational objectives and the criteria for measuring their
attainment, as well as in formulating process evaluation concept; with

project staff.

The General Context of the Proigcts and Program

The Columbus Title I eifort is made up of eight projects operating
within the environment of a large metropolitan area. To place the
program and its evaluation in perspective, Columbus is a city of almost
600, 000 people in a county of over one million residents. The Columbus
Public School system reflects this size, as it encompasses approximately
105, 000 students and 112 square miles. (For purposes of comparison,
Columbus' system is the second largest in the state, after Cleveland,
and just within the top 20 largest school systems in the country.)

The city is plagued with many of the problems which were an
impetus for passage of the ESEA of 1965. Many of its problems may
be described by stereotyped urban-suburban disparities. For example,
there are a lar'ge number of non-whites and low-in;ome groups in the

central city and a smaller number in the urban fringe and suburbs
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around the city. However, an atypical aspect of Columbus' problems
concerns aspiration. Columbus, the capitol of the state, has an economy

based largely on government and service industry: a large proportion

of its labor force is employed by state, county, and local governments,
by the Ohio State University and other universities, by financial insti-
tutions, and by other industries which provide services for the regioﬁ.
For these reasons (among others), members of minority groups often
have challenging and satisfying jobs. Many of them are also highly
educated and are vocal in their concern over the plight of those in need.
Thus, high levels of aspiration are generated among minority group
members and ""disadvantaged" persons, but frustrated by life in
Columbus' economy.

The concentrations of ''disadvantaged'' families and children in

the central city and the aspirations of these residents have placed

pressure on the public school system to provide services and facilities
to enable these disadvantaged people to obtain the skills they need to
become participating members of society.

The Columbus Public School system has structured its organization
(as well as its Title I projects) in an attempt to meet the educational
needs of disadvantaged and inner-city children. A Division of Special
Services has been established and is headed by Dr. Joseph L. Davis,
Assistant Superintendent for Special Services. It is the purpose of

this Division to plan for and guide educational activities which are
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designed for inner-city children. The Assistant Superintendent for
Special Services, then, has the responsibility for operating and
evaluating the Title I piogram in the schools. In addition to this
organizational feature, the system has recognized the existence of
several degrees of need for special services and has assigned different
priorities to these services (this integral part of the Title I program
will -2 discussed later). The school system has no division for
rescarch and development; however, it draws freely on the services
of Ohio State and other nearby universities for such advice and
assistance as it may need.

During the 1965-1966 school year, the Columbus Title I projects
involved almos‘t 8000 public and over 600 private school students
clustered in 34 public and 5 private schools across the city. To
serve the needs of these students, over $2, 150, 000 of Federal assistance
was made available during the 1965-1966 and 1966-1967 school years
in the form of Title I monies. As a first attempt to create the greatest
benefit from these monies, the needs of schools were answered. For
this assessment, categories of need--Priority I, II, IIl and IV--were
established. Each of these categories represented schools in neighbor-
hoods which exhibit respectively less and less need as determined by the
measures presented in Title I guidelines. ‘Relevant reco rds on punil

locations, achievement, and probiems were chosen and useci by the

school administration in this assessment. Following this assessment,
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overall objectives were set, projects were designed, and resources
were allocated in consideration of the type and degree of need exhibited.
It is important to note that the evaluation program, as it is discussed
further in this report, did not come into being until after these decisions

about need were made.

The Title I Projects and Evaluation Instrumentation

Title I projects ope rating in the Columbus program include After-
School Study Centers Projects, Basic Mathematics Improvement and
Reading Improvement Projects, Elementary Counseling Project, Enrich-
ment Unit (lan.guage arts) Project, Health Service Centers Projects,
Pre-Kindergarten Project. and Regional Service Centers Project. The
project activities and the staff who perform them are described in the
following sections. Fach of these projects includes activities for
children and for teachers. While the activities are oriented to the known

needs of disadvantaged children, their needs are not fully known-~thus
the projects are evolving. Since many teachers were not fully aware
of the breadth and depth of these children's needs, the Columbus pro-
jects each include an in-service training compénent designed to increase
the teacher's understanding of the child and his environment. The in-
service training program may be, and the efforts of the Evaluation
" Center must be, recognized as sources of feedback to the system and as

attempts to tailor education more and more closely to the needs of
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these children.

The Pre-Kindergarten Project of the Columbus Public Schools

is designed to provide an organized program, medical services, and
social services for socially disadvantaged children who are about to
enter kindergarten (or first grade the next school year). It is focused
on children whose home environments suggest great need for pre-
kindergarten experience. These children are usually four years of age.
Approximately 35 percent of the children come from homes with in-
comes of less than $3000 a year:

The program is designed to enable children to develop an adequate
set of initial skills and the disposition toward intellectual tasks required
for educational progress. Strategic objectives include the development
of perceptual skills, linguistic skills, and a mental set which might be
called '"learning to learn''-~including motivating the child to find pleasure
in learning; developing his ability to give attention to others, to pursue
purposive action, and to delay gratification of his desires and work for
more distant goals; and enabling him to view adults as sources of ideas
as well as sources of approval and reward. In addition, the program
involves parents by welcoming them to classes for observation and
having teachers visit with them and discuss the proéress of their
children and the role of the home in this progress. Also, children
served by this program are given a health examination (includiné

physical, dental, and visual components). Immunizations are available
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through school health services. Referrals are made to consultants or
health facilities in the area, and these referrals are followed up by
social workers, aides, and school nurses.

The program operates in nearly twenty centers in inner- city

target areas during the school year (mornings and afternoons). The
staff assigned to each center consists of a teaching and social service
team composed of certificated kindergarten-primary teachers, lay

helpers and volunteers (often residents in the target area), and two

social workers (usually shared among several centers). Also, health ;
service personnel from the Health Center Project (described later)
provide appropriate services.

The instruments for the Pre-Kindergarten Project were all devel-

oped at the Evaluation Center for use in the project. One of these is a

child study record, used by the teacher to check each child's health,
muscular coordination, emotional stability, social adjustment, general

intellectual capacities, art skills, dramatic play, music and rhythms

and language skills, and a checklist for the treatment of problems which
the child manifests. (The child study re'cord‘is so designed that its
information can be transformed into an optical scanner input sheet and

be processed by computer.) Also included are an accounting sheet for

enrollment and the number of students on waiting lists; a materials

rating scale for those items supplied for the pre-kindergarten student;

interview schedules for parents, teachers, and principals involved in
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the project; an accounting sheet for enrollment and attendance records;

and a supplemental log sheet for successes, problems, and recommen-

dations which the teacher feels are significant.

The Enrichment Unit Project is the largest of Columbus' Title

I projects, serving over forty public and private schools in the inner
city. There are two major components in the program: a language
arts program for primary-level pupils; and an administrative structure
for primary teachers, designed to allow these teachers to make more
productive use of their time.

The language arts program is constantly evolving to meet new
needs of disadvantaged students and to make the most effective use of
new discoveries concerning these children. Process evaluation infor-
mation, the obfervations of participating teachers, study teams
concerned with reading, and consultants from outside the public school
system are all involved in this evolution. Specialized materials have
been introduced which are oriented to the life styles of studeﬁts, and
experiences designed to broaden the cultural awareness of disadvantaged
children have been provided.

The administrative structure of the program, the "enrichment
unit" is based on providing an enrichment teacher for every three or
four primary teachers and on creating a system of flexible scheduling
so that enrichment and regular teachers may work together in various

ways. The enrichment teacher, highly skilled in the teaching of
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language arts, is used to support the language arts instruction of the
regular teacher. Other major benefits are freeing the regular teacher
for more frequent and productive visits to students' homes and allowing
the regular teacher to grow professionally by having more time ‘a1
study and lesson preparation.

Three schedules involving the enrichment and regular teachers
have been established. One permits the enrichment teacher to assist
a regular teacher with language arts instruction, spending the same
proportion of each school day in each classroom. A second schedule
permits the regular teacher to relinquish her duties to the enrichment
teacher fgr one day each week; the enricliment teacher would then
have responsibility for the entire instructional program in the class-
room. A third schedule relieves the enrichment teacher of her
classroom duties.

Each of these schedules results in different benefits for the
teachers and studeqts_ involved. The first allows for. general flexibility
in the classroom by teachers to vary the student-teacher load, to break
the students into groups for discussion, and to take students on trips
to engage in outside activities. The second permits the regular teacher
to engage in home visits,to participate in professional growth activities,
and to develop lessons and language arts materials needed for her

students. The third allows the enrichment teacher to assist in the

'development of a language arts program or a program of parent

-77-




Columbus
Page 48

education or to participate in professional growth activities.
All the instruments, except one, for evaluation of the Enrichment
Unit Project were developed at the Evaluation Center. The (non-

standardized) ins‘ruments developed include (1) a_classroom teacher

interview, to sample the teacher's opinions about the projects's at-
tainment of its objectives, elicit recommendations for improvement of
the project, 4nd determine barriers to the success of the project;

(2) an enrichment unit teacher interview schedule, to obtain the same

information a3 above from the enrichment unit teacher; (3) a principal

interview schedule, eliciting information on communication and co-

operation in the project, the progress of the home-school program,
professional growth and language programs (as well as soliciting
recommendations for the improvement of the project and information

concerning the barriers to its success); (4) a combined principal inter-

view with pre-mailed questionnaire:; (5) a general recommendations

log for gathering classroom and teacher opinion concerning effective
and ineffective practices in the enrichment unit; (6) a Q-sort developed
to examine both the ideal and actual role of the enrichment teacher as
perceived by enrichment teachers, classroom teachers, and principals;

{(7) several materials rating scales to gather information about the

organization, distribution, and use of selected materials designed for

the project; (8) a language program recommendations log for gathering

information concerning the language program corﬁponent cf the
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Enrichment Unit project; (9) a professional growth questionnaire

for determining the effect of and reactions of teachers to the professional

growth meetings; (10) a home-school relations activities inventory and
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